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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant has amended claim 43 and therefore claims 1-70 are now pending. 

Response to Arguments 

1 , Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-70 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1, The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-5 and 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 5,999,932 to Paul in view of Applicant Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) 
and further in view of Cobb and Ahmed et al. 

Regarding to claim 1 , Paul teaches an email filtering method (column 1 , lines 6-9) 
comprising: defining at least one heuristic that determines whether an incoming email 
message likely constitutes unsolicited commercial email by considering an established 
pattern that such unsolicited commercial email typically exhibits when it is sent; applying 
said at least one heuristic to at least one email message (column 2, lines 7-9), 
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Paul does not teach a web server as part of the web-based email system and a client 
user interface email environment generated through the use of HTML or web pages. 
AAPA teaches a web server that comprises part of a web-based email system (pg. 1 , hnes 
8-10 and 18-21 of AAPA) in which, for at least some users of the system, a client user 
interface email environment is generated through use of HTML or web pages (pg-2, lines 
8-10 and 1 1-13 of AAPA), Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system and 
method for filtering unsolicited email of Paul by having a web server as part of the web- 
based email system and a client user interface email environment generated through the 
use of HTML or web pages because this helps the system manage the exchange of email 
over multiple networks and an email environment generated through web pages is easily 
accessible from any client. 

Paul in view of AAPA does not teach redirecting emails are likely to be unsolicited 
commercial email. Cobb teaches redirecting said at least one email message if application 
of said at least one heuristic indicates that said at least one email message likely 
constitutes an unsolicited commercial email (column 3, lines 36-38). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to further modify the system and method for filtering unsoUcited email of Paul in 
view of AAPA by redirecting emails that are likely to be unsolicited commercial email 
because by placing all unsolicited emails in one location the system is able to save 
storage space, 

Paul in view of AAPA and Cobb does not teach placing a copy of the email message 
at a location not dedicated to storage of just one particular user's email, Ahmed et al. 
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teaches redirecting said at least one email message wherein said redirecting comprises 
placing a copy of the email message at a location not dedicated to storage of just one 
particular user's email (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21- 
24). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering 
unsolicited email of Paul in view of AAPA and Cobb by placing a copy of the email 
message at a location not dedicated to storage of just one particular user's email because 
this saves system storage space. 

Referring to claim 2, Paul in view of AAPA and Cobb teaches the email filtering 
method of claim 1 (column 1, lines 6-9 of Paul). 

Paul in view of AAPA and Cobb does not teach of redirecting an email message. 
Ahmed et al. teaches said redirecting comprises placing a copy of the email message at a . 
single location from which it can be accessed by more than one intended recipient of the 
email message (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering unsolicited 
email of Paul in view of AAPA and Cobb by said redirecting comprises placing a copy of 
the email message at a single location from which it can be accessed by more than one 
intended recipient of the email message because by placing all unsolicited emails in one 
location the system is able to save storage space. 

Referring to claim 5, Paul in view of AAPA teaches the email filtering method of 
claim 1 (column 1, lines 6-9 of Paul), wherein said at least one heuristic considers a 
pattern associated with the email message (column 2, lines 7-9 of Paul). 
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Paul in view of AAP A does not teach at least one heuristic considers a pattern 
associated with the number of specified recipient addresses. Cobb teaches said at least 
one heuristic considers a pattern associated with the number of specified recipient 
addresses of the email message (column 16, lines 25-30). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the system and method for filtering unsolicited email of Paul in view of 
AAPA by said at least one heuristic considers a pattern associated with the number of 
specified recipient addresses of the email message because a large number of recipient 
addresses is a characteristic of unsolicited email and therefore will allow the system to 
identify junk email. 

Regarding claim 9, Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb teaches the 
email filtering method of claim 1 (column 1, lines 6-9 of Paul). 

Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb does not teach notifying 
at least one intended recipient that an email message intended for them has been 
redirected. Ahmed et al. teaches after said redirecting, notifying at least one intended 
recipient that an email message intended for them has been redirected (abstract, column 
3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the system and method for filtering unsolicited email of Paul in view of 
AAPA and further in view of Cobb by after said redirecting, notifying at least one 
intended recipient that an email message intended for them has been redirected because 
this way the recipient will know where to locate the unsolicited email if they choose to 
read it. 
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Referring to claimlO, Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb teaches the 
email filtering method of claim 1 (column 1, lines 6-9 of Paul). 

Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb does not teach 
redirecting said at least one email message and notifying intended recipients of the email 
message. Ahmed et al. teaches redirecting comprising redirecting said at least one email 
message to a location that can be shared by a plurality of intended recipients for reading 
said email message, and further comprising after said redirecting, notifying intended 
recipients of the email message that an email message intended for them has been 
redirected to said location (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 
21-24). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering 
unsolicited email of Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb by redirecting 
said at least one email message and notifying intended recipients of the email message 
that an email message intended for them has been redirected because placing all 
unsohcited emails in one location the system is able to save storage space and notification 
will allow the recipient to know where to locate the unsohcited email if they choose to 
read it. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb teaches the 
email filtering method of claim 10 (column 1, lines 6-9 of Paul). 

Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb does not teach 
redirecting comprises storing only one copy of the email message. Ahmed et al. teaches 
said redirecting comprises storing only one copy of the email message (abstract, column 
3, lines 17-19 and 25-3 1 and column 4, lines 21-24). Therefore, it would have been 
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obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the system and method for filtering unsohcited email of Paul in view of 
AAPA and further in view of Cobb by having redirecting comprise storing only one copy 
of the email message because placing only one copy of all unsohcited emails in one 
location the system is able to save storage space. 

Regarding claim 3, Paul teaches the email filtering method of claim 1, wherein said 
defining comprises defining a plurality of heuristics (column 2, line 7-9) that are 
independent of the message conveyed by any of the content contained in an email 
message (column 1, lines 43-45 and 55-57). 

Referring to claim 4, Paul teaches the email filtering method of claim 1, wherein 
said at least one heuristic (column 2, lines 7-8) has at least one parameter that can be 
adjusted, and further comprising adjusting said at least one parameter to vary the pattern 
that is considered (column 2, lines 16-17). 

3. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
No. 5,999,932 to Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb and Ahmed et al. as 
applied to claims 1-5 and 9-11 above, and further in view of MuUan et al. 

Regarding claim 6, Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb and Ahmed 
et al teaches the email filtering method of claim 5 (column 1, lines 6-9 of Paul). 

Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb and Ahmed et al. does 
not teach the pattern is associated with the number of invalid specified recipient 
addresses. MuUan et al. teaches the pattern is associated with the number of invalid 
specified recipient addresses (column 10, lines 37-38). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
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further modify the system and method for filtering unsolicited email of Paul in view of 
AAPA and further in view of Cobb and Ahmed et al. by having the pattern be associated 
with the number of invalid specified recipient addresses because a large number of 
invalid recipient addresses is a characteristic of unsohcited email and therefore will allow 
the system to identify junk email. 

4. Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 5,999,932 to Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb and Ahmed 
et al. as appUed to claims 1-5 and 9-1 1 above, and further in view of Stockwell et al. (US 
Pat No. 6,072,942). 

Regarding claim 7, Paul in view of AAPA and fiirther in view of Cobb and Ahmed 
et al. teaches the email fiUering method of claim 1 (column 1, lines 6-9 of Paul) wherein 
said at least one heuristic considers a pattern associated with the email message (column 
2, lines 7-9 of Paul). 

Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb and Ahmed et al. does not teach 
at least one heuristic considers a pattern associated with the size of an email message. 
Stockwell et al. teaches at least one heuristic considers a pattern associated with the size 
of an email message (column 15, lines 21-22 and 33-35). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the system and method for filtering unsolicited email of Paul in view of 
AAAP and in further view of Cobb and Ahmed et al by having at least one heuristic 
consider a pattern associated with the size of an email message because an email large in 
size is a characteristic of unsolicited email and therefore will allow the system to identify 
junk email. 
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Referring to claim 8, Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb and Ahmed 
et al. teaches the email filtering method of claim 1 (column 1, lines 6-9 of Paul) wherein 
said at least one heuristic considers patterns associated with the number of specified 
recipient addresses of the email message (column 16, lines 25-30 of Cobb). 

Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb and Ahmed et al. does not teach 
that the heuristic considers the size of the email message. Stockwell teaches the heuristic 
considers patterns associated with the size of the email message (column 15, lines 21-22 
and 33-35). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering 
unsolicited email of Paul in view of AAPA and further in view of Cobb and Ahmed et al. 
by having the heuristic consider the size of the email message because many unsoUcited 
emails have the characteristic of being larger size emails therefore this heuristic will help 
identify junk emails. 

5. Claims 12-15, 17, 24-27, 29, 30, 32-37, 38, 40, and 41 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent No. 6,199,102 to Cobb in view of 
AAPA and further in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell et al (US Patent No. 
6,072,942), and further in view of Sakaguchi et al. 

Regarding claim 12, Cobb teaches an email filtering method (column 2, lines 21-23 
of Cobb) comprising: receiving an email message at an email server that maintains 
inboxes for individual recipients (column 2, lines 34-35 of Cobb), wherein the email 
message is addressed to a plurality of recipients (column 16, line 21-23 of Cobb); 
determining unwanted emails for the email message at the server location based upon at 
least one of (b) the number of specified recipient addresses; comparing this with a 



Application/Control Number: 09/497,992 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2141 

threshold value that defines a likelihood of whether an email message constitutes an 
unwanted email message (column 16, lines 25-30 of Cobb). 

Cobb does not teach the email server being a part of the Internet-based email system 
and the creation of a user interface email environment through web pages or HTML. 
AAPA teaches the email server comprising part of an Intemet-based email system (pg. 1, 
lines 8-10 and 18-21 of AAPA) in which, for at least some users of the system, a client 
user interface email environment is generated through use of HTML or web pages (pg.2, 
lines 8-10 and 1 1-13 of AAPA). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system 
and method for filtering email of Cobb by having the email server being a part of the 
Intemet-based email system and the creation of a user interface email environment 
through web pages or HTML because this helps the system manage the exchange of 
email over multiple networks and an email environment generated through web pages is 
easily accessible from any client. 

Cobb in view of AAPA does not teach of placing a copy of the email message at a 
first location other than an individual storage location dedicated to an individual intended 
recipient of the email message. Ahmed et al. teaches placing a copy of the email message 
at a first location other than an individual storage location dedicated to an individual 
intended recipient of the email message and placing a copy of the email message at a first 
location other than; and sending a notification to the intended recipients that a copy of an 
email message that was intended for them has been placed at the first location (abstract, 
column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24). Therefore it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system and method for 
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filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA by placing a copy of the email message at a first 
location other than an individual storage location dedicated to an individual intended 
recipient of the email message because this saves storage space on the user system. 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. does not teach determining unwanted 
emails for the email message at the server location based upon the size of the email 
message. Stockwell teaches determining unwanted emails for the email message at the 
server location based upon at least one of (a) the size of the email message (column 15, 
lines 21-22 and 33-35 of Stockwell et al). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the 
system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. by 
determining unwanted emails for the email message at the server location based upon the 
size of the email message because this is a characteristic of unsoHcited email messages. 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. 
does not teach calculating a score based on the patterns and comparing this score to a 
threshold and in turn if the threshold is exceeded placing the email in a location and 
sending an notification to the intended recipient. Sakaguchi et al teaches calculating a 
score based on the patterns and comparing this score to a threshold (column 6, Hues 56- 
62) and responsive to the email message exceeding the threshold value. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of 
AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. by calculating a score 
based on the patterns and comparing this score to a threshold and in turn if the threshold 
is exceeded placing the email in a location and sending an notification to the intended 
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recipient because emails that are not junk may possess some of the patterns and this score 
method helps the system to not junk emails that are not unsolicited emails yet they may 
possess a couple of characteristics of junk email 

Referring to claim 13, Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. teaches the email 
filtering method of claim 12 (column 2, lines 21-23 of Cobb). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul does not teach the threshold value is determined 
independent of the message. Stockwell et al. teaches the threshold value (column 13, 
lines 64-65) is determined independent of the message conveyed by any of the text that is 
contained in any part of the email message (column 15, lines 22 and 33). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of 
AAPA and Ahmed et al. by having the threshold value be determined independent of the 
message conveyed by any of the text that is contained in any part of the email message 
because determining junk email by the content of the message is unreliable in that it may 
cause the system to identify solicited mail as junk mail and vice versa. 

Regarding claim 14, Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. teaches junk email 
determination is based upon the number of specified recipient addresses (column 16, 
lines 25-30 of Cobb). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. does not teach junk email determination is 
based upon both the size of the email message. Stockwell et al. teaches the email filtering 
method of claim 12, wherein junk email determination is based upon both the size of the 
email message (column 15, lines 21-22 and 33-35 of Stockwell et al.) and the number of 
specified recipient addresses (column 16, lines 25-30 of Cobb). Therefore, it would have 
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been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA and 
Ahmed et al. by junk email determination is based upon both the size of the email 
message because this is a characteristic of unsoUcited email messages. 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al and further in view of Stockwell et al. 
does not teach of a score. Sakaguchi et al teaches of a score (column 6, lines 56-58). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of 
Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al and further in view of Stockwell et al by 
calculating a score based on the pattems because emails that are not junk may possess 
some of the pattems and this score method helps the system to not junk emails that are 
not unsolicited emails yet they may possess a couple of characteristics of junk email 

Regarding to claim 17, Cobb in view of AAPA teaches the email filtering method 
(column 2, lines 21-23 of Cobb) of claim 12. 

Cobb in view of AAPA does not teach of pointers. Ahmed et al teaches sending of 
the notification comprises placing a pointer in an email folder of each recipient of the 
email message (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of 
Cobb in view of AAPA by placing a pointer in an email folder of each recipient of the 
email message because this directs the recipient from their email folder to the storage 
location where the unsolicited email is stored. 



Application/Control Number: 09/497,992 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2141 

Referring to claim 24, Cobb teaches determining whether an email message 
that is received by the email server likely constitutes an unwanted email message 
(column 2, lines 27-29 of Cobb). 

Cobb does not teach of an email server as part of the email system and a user 
interface email environment created with HTML or web pages. AAPA teaches the email 
server comprising part of a web- based email system (pg. 1, lines 8-10 and 18-21 of 
AAPA) in which, for at least some users of the system, a client user interface email 
environment is generated through use of HTML or web pages (pg.2, lines 8-10 and 1 1-13 
of AAPA). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering 
email of Cobb by having a web server as part of the web-based email system and a client 
user interface email environment generated through the use of HTML or web pages 
because this helps the system manage the exchange of email over multiple networks and 
an email environment generated through web pages is easily accessible from any client. 

Cobb in view of AAPA does not teach email message likely constitutes an 
unwanted email message: storing a copy of the email message at a first storage location 
rather than individual storage locations that are dedicated to individual intended 
recipients of the email message. Ahmed et al. teaches email message likely constitutes an 
unwanted email message: storing a copy of the email message at a first storage location 
rather than individual storage locations that are dedicated to individual intended 
recipients of the email message (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, 
lines 21-24). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA by email 
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message likely constitutes an unwanted email message: storing a copy of the email 
message at a first storage location rather than individual storage locations that are 
dedicated to individual intended recipients of the email message because this saves 
storage space on the user system. 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. does not teach computer-readable 
instructions. Stockwell et al. teaches a programmed email server that contains 
computer-readable instructions (column 6, line 28 and column 7, lines 52-55 of Stockwell 
et al.) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email 
of Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. by having computer readable instructions in 
the web server because these instructions direct the hardware on how to process the 
information. 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al and further in view of Stockwell et al. 
does not teach storing an unwanted email and notifying the intended recipient. Sakaguchi 
et al. teaches if the email message likely constitutes an unwanted email message: storing 
a copy of the email message at a first storage location (column 8, lines 31-34); and 
notifying intended recipients of the email message that an email message addressed to 
them has been received by the server (column 8, lines 22-26). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA and 
Ahmed et al and further in view of Stockwell et al. by storing an unwanted email and 
notifying the intended recipient because placing all unsolicited emails in one location the 
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system is able to save storage space and the system can then notify the recipient so that 
they may view it at a time that is convenient to them. 

Referring to claim 26, Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further 
in view of Stockwell et al. teaches the steps of claim 24 (column 2, lines 27-29 of Cobb). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. 
does not teach enabHng intended recipients to read the email message Sakaguchi et al. 
teaches enabHng intended recipients, if they so desire, to read the email message at the 
first storage location (column 1, lines 21-23). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify 
the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al 
and further in view of Stockwell et al. by enabling intended recipients, if they so desire, 
to read the email message at the first storage location because although the email has 
been identified as unsolicited the recipient after reading the email may be interested in its 
contents. 

Referring to claim 29, Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. teaches the steps of 
claim 24 (column 2, lines 27-29 of Cobb). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. does not teach determining takes place by 
considering the size of the email message Stockwell et al. teaches said determining takes 
place by considering the size of the email message (column 15, lines 21-22 and 33-35). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of 
Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. by having said determining take place by 
considering the size of the email message because many unsolicited emails have the 
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characteristic of being larger size emails therefore this heuristic will help identify junk 
emails. 

Referring to claim 34, Cobb an email screening method comprising: developing a 
profile of unsoUcited commercial email based upon the number of specified recipient 
addresses of the email message (column 16, lines 25-30 of Cobb). 

Cobb does not teach of an email server as part of the email system and a user 
interface email environment created with HTML or web pages. AAPA teaches the mail 
server comprising part of a web-based email system (pg. 1, lines 8-10 and 18-21 of 
AAPA) in which, for at least some users of the system, a client user interface email 
environment is generated through use of HTML or web pages that are sent to client 
devices (pg.2, lines 8-10 and 1 1-13 of AAPA). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify 
the system and method for filtering email of Cobb by having a web server as part of the 
web-based email system and a client user interface email environment generated through 
the use of HTML or web pages because this helps the system manage the exchange of 
email over multiple networks and an email environment generated through web pages is 
easily accessible from any client. 

Cobb in view of AAPA does not teach if an email message fits the developed 
profile, initiating a remedial measure that ensures that the mail server does not make as 
many copies of the email message as there are specified recipient addresses. Ahmed et al. 
teaches if an email message fits the developed profile, initiating a remedial measure that 
ensures that the mail server does not make as many copies of the email message as there 
are specified recipient addresses, yet still allows the email message to be accessible to at 
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least one recipient (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA by if an email message 
fits the developed profile, initiating a remedial measure that ensures that the mail server 
does not make as many copies of the email message as there are specified recipient 
addresses because this will save storage on the user system. 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. does not teach developing a profile of 
unsoUcited commercial email based upon the size of an email message. Stockwell et al. 
teaches developing a profile of unsolicited commercial email based upon the size of an 
email message (column 15, lines 21-22 and 33-35 of Stockwell et al). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of 
AAPA and Ahmed et al. by developing a profile of unsolicited commercial email based 
upon the size of an email message because this is a characteristic of junk mail. 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. 
does not teach a mail server that stores and distributes email based on a profile. 
Sakaguchi et al. teaches configuring a mail server that is responsible for storing and 
distributing email messages to a plurality of clients with a filter processor that is 
programmed to evaluate email messages that are received in light of the developed 
profile; evaluating email messages with the filter processor and determining whether the 
email messages fit the developed profile (column 1, line 67 through column 2, line 4). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of 
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Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. by 
having a mail server that stores and distributes email based on a profile because a profile 
of the characteristics of junk email help to identify unsolicited email and placing all 
unsolicited emails in one location the system is able to save storage space. 

Referring to claim 36, Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view 
of Stockwell et al. teaches the email screening method of claim 34 (column 15, lines 21- 
22 and 33-35 of Stockwell et al.) and (column 16, lines 25-30 of Cobb). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. 
does not teach storing one copy of the email message at a server storage location and 
notifying intended recipients. Sakaguchi et al. teaches said remedial measure comprises 
storing one copy of the email message at a server storage location, instead of storing 
multiple copies of the email message for the specified recipient addresses (column 8, 
lines 3 1-34), and notifying intended recipients that an email message intended for them 
has been stored at the server storage location (column 8, lines 22-26), Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of 
AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. by storing one copy of the 
email message at a server storage location, instead of storing multiple copies of the email 
message for the specified recipient addresses, and notifying intended recipients that an 
email message intended for them has been stored at the server storage location because 
placing all unsoUcited emails in one location the system is able to save storage space and 
the system can then notify the recipient so that they may view it at a time that is 
convenient to them. 
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Referring to claim 37, Cobb in view of AAPA teaches the email screening method 
of claim 34, wherein said remedial measure comprises storing one copy of the email 
message at a server storage location, instead of storing multiple copies of the email 
message for the specified recipient addresses (column 8, lines 31-34 of Cobb), and 
notifying intended recipients that an email message intended for them has been stored at 
the server storage location (column 8, lines 22-26 of Cobb). 

Cobb in view of AAPA does not teach of pointers. Ahmed et al. teaches sending of 
the notification comprises placing a pointer in an email folder of the intended recipients 
(abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the system and method for fiUering email of Cobb in view of 
AAPA by placing a pointer in an email folder of the intended recipients because this 
directs the recipient from their email folder to the storage location where the unsolicited 
email is stored. 

Regarding claim 38, Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of 
Stockwell et al. teaches the email screening method of claim 37 (column 15, lines 21-22 
and 33-35 of Stockwell et al.) and (column 16, lines 25-30 of Cobb). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. 
does not teach reading the email message from the server storage to location. Sakaguchi 
et al. teaches for each recipient who so desires, reading the email message from the server 
storage to location (column 1, hnes 21-23). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the 
system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and 
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further in view of Stockwell et al. by for each recipient who so desires, reading the email 
message from the server storage to location because although the email has been 
identified as unsolicited the recipient after reading the email may be interested in its 
contents. 

Regarding claim 40, Cobb teaches establishing a bulk email folder in which bulk 
email is to be stored; comparing an address for the sender of the email message with a 
recipient's list of approved senders; and delivering the email message to the single, shared 
location if: (a) the email message is not directly addressed to a recipient that is serviced 
by the server, and (b) the sender's address does not appear in the recipient's list of 
approved senders (column 3, lines 52-62 of Cobb). 

Cobb does not teach of an email server as part of the email system and a user 
interface email environment created with HTML or web pages. AAPA teaches the email 
server comprising part of an email system (pgl, lines 8-10 and 18-21 of AAPA) in 
which, for at least some users of the system, a client user interface email environment is 
generated through use of HTML or web pages that are sent to client devices (pg-2, lines 
^8-10 and 1 1-13 of AAPA). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system and 
method for filtering email of Cobb by having a web server as part of the web-based email 
system and a client user interface email environment generated through the use of HTML 
or web pages because this helps the system manage the exchange of email over multiple 
networks and an email environment generated through web pages is easily accessible 
from any client. 
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Cobb in view of AAPA does not teach an email server to receive email 
messages and deliver them a single, shared location that can be shared by a plurality of 
the recipients; receiving an email message. Ahmed et al. teaches an email server to 
receive email messages and deliver them a single, shared location that can be shared by a 
plurality of the recipients; receiving an email message (abstract, column 3, Hnes 17-19 
and 25-3 1 and column 4, lines 21-24). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system 
and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA by an email server to receive 
email messages and deliver them a single, shared location that can be shared by a 
plurality of the recipients; receiving an email message because this saves storage space 
on the user system. 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. does not teach and email delivery method. 
Stockwell et al. teaches an email delivery method (column 2, lines 24-25 of Stockwell et 
al.). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email 
of Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. by having an email delivery method because 
once the email is filtered it then needs to be delivered to the recipient. 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. 
does not teach of having an email server to receive email messages and deliver them 
either to multiple server storage locations. Sakaguchi et al. teaches of configuring an 
email server to receive email messages and deliver them to multiple server storage 
locations that are dedicated to storing email messages for respective recipients (column 1 , 
line 67 through column 2, line 4). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system 
and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in 
view of Stockwell et al, by having an email server to receive email messages and deliver 
them either to multiple server storage locations because placing all unsolicited emails in 
one location the system is able to save storage space. 

Referring to claim 41, Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view 
of Stockwell et al. teaches the email delivery method of claim 40 (column 2, lines 24-25 
of Stockwell et al). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. 
does not teach maintaining the email message at the single, shared location only for a 
determinable amount of time. Sakaguchi et al. teaches maintaining the email message at 
the single, shared location only for a determinable amount of time (column 2, lines 37- 
40). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email 
of Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. by 
maintaining the email message at the single, shared location only for a determinable 
amount of time because placing the junk emails at only one location and for a limited 
amount of time saves storage space in the system for other use. 

Regarding claim 15, Cobb teaches the email filtering method of claim 12, wherein 
said first location is a storage location (column 3, lines 36-37) that is managed by the 
email server (column 6, lines 17-19). 

Regarding claim 25, Cobb teaches the steps of claim 24, wherein said 
determining takes place (column 2, lines 21-23) without considering the message 
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conveyed by any content of the sender's address field, the subject field, or the message 
field (column 8, lines 42-47). 

Regarding to claim 27, Cobb teaches the steps of claim 26, wherein said 
enabling comprises doing so without making any copies of the copy of the email message 
at the first storage location (column 3, lines 36-38). 

Regarding claim 30, Cobb teaches the steps of claim 24, wherein said determining 
takes place by 10 considering the number of specified recipient addresses of the email 
message (column 16, lines 25-30). 

Regarding claim 32, Cobb teaches the steps of claim 24, wherein said determining 
takes place by defining a plurality of heuristics that establish a profile of unwanted email 
messages, wherein the profile considers factors that are independent of any message 
conveyed by an email message's content, and applying the plurality of heuristics to an 
email message (column 17, line 40-41). 

Regarding claim 33, Cobb teaches the steps of claim 32, wherein the heuristics are 
adjustable (column 17, lines 40-41). 

Regarding claim 35, Cobb teaches the email screening method of claim 34, wherein 
said remedial measure comprises storing one copy of the email message at a server 
storage location, instead of storing multiple copies of the email message for the specified 
recipient addresses (column 3, lines 36-38). 

6. Claims 16 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent No. 6, 1 99, 1 02 to Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view 
of Stockwell et al. (US Patent No. 6,072,942) and Sakaguchi et al. as applied to claims 12- 
15, 24-27, 29, 30, 34-36, 38, 40, and 41 above, and further in view of MuUan et al. 



Application/Control Number: 09/497,992 Page 25 

Art Unit: 2141 

Regarding claim 16, Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and Paul and further 
in view of Stockwell et al. and Sakaguchi et al. teaches the email filtering method 
(column 2, lines 21-23 of Cobb) of claim 12 and of threshold values (column 13, lines 
64-65 of Stockwell et al). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and Paul and further in view of Stockwell 
et al. and Sakaguchi et al. does not teach that the threshold is based upon the number of 
invalid specified recipient addresses. Mullan teaches of the number of invalid specified 
recipient addresses (column 10, lines 37-38). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify 
the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. 
and Paul and further in view of Stockwell et al. and Sakaguchi et al. by having the 
threshold be based upon the number of invalid specified recipient addresses because 
many unsolicited emails have the characteristic of having many invalid recipient 
addresses in the address field of a junk email therefore this heuristic will help identify 
junk emails. 

Referring to claim 3 1 , Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further 
in view of Stockwell et al. and Sakaguchi et al. teaches the steps of claim 24 (column 2, 
lines 27-29 of Cobb) and (column 8, lines 22-26 and lines 31-34 of Sakaguchi et al.). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. and 
Sakaguchi et al. does not teach determining takes place by considering the number of 
invalid specified recipient addresses. Mullan teaches determining takes place by 
considering the number of invalid specified recipient addresses (column 10, lines 37-38). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of 
Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al and further in view of Stockwell et al and 
Sakaguchi et al. by determining takes place by considering the number of invalid 
specified recipient addresses because many unsolicited emails have the characteristic of 
having many invalid recipient addresses in the address field of a junk email therefore this 
heuristic will help identify junk emails. 

7, Claims 18, 28, and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 6,199,102 to Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in 
view of Stockwell et al (US Patent No. 6,072,942) and Sakaguchi et al. as applied to 
claims 12-15, 24-27, 29, 30, 34-36, 38, 40 and 41 above, and further in view of Paul. 

Regarding claim 18, Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of 
Stockwell et al. and Sakaguchi et al teaches the email filtering method of claim 12 
further comprising making a recipient copy of the email message and placing the 
recipient copy at a dedicated recipient storage location (column 8, lines 31-34 of 
Sakaguchi et al.). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. and 
Sakaguchi et al. does not teach of storing a copy of the email responsive to a request from 
a recipient. Paul teaches of recipient request (column 1, lines 53-54). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of 
AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. and Sakaguchi et al. by 
storing a copy of the email responsive to a request from a recipient because by placing 
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the junk email in the recipients box only by request the system is able to save storage 
space. 

Regarding claim 28, Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of 
Stockwell et al. and Sakaguchi et al. teaches the steps of claim 26 further comprising 
making a copy of the email message, and storing said copy at a recipient-specific location 
(column 8, lines 31-34 of Sakaguchi et al.). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. and 
Sakaguchi et al does not teach of receiving instructions from an intended recipient that a 
copy of the email message is made specifically for them. Paul teaches of receiving 
instructions from an intended recipient (column 1, lines 53-54). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA and 
Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. and Sakaguchi et al. by receiving 
instructions from an intended recipient that a copy of the email message be made 
specifically for them because copying and placing the junk email in the recipients box 
only by request the system is able to save storage space. 

Regarding claim 39, Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of 
Stockwell et al. and Sakaguchi et al. teaches the email screening method of claim 37 
further comprising copying the email message from the server storage location to a 
recipient-location (column 8, lines 31-34 of Sakaguchi et al.). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. and 
Sakaguchi et al. does not teach of copying emails for each recipient who so desires. Paul 
teaches of copying emails for each recipient who so desires (column 1, lines 53-54). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of 
Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of Stockwell et al. and 
Sakaguchi et al by copying emails for each recipient who so desires because copying and 
placing the junk email in the recipients box only by request the system is able to save 
storage space. 

8. Claims 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 6,199,103 to Sakaguchi et al. in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further 
in view of Stockwell et al (US Patent No. 6,072,942). 

Regarding claim 19, Sakaguchi et al. receiving an email message at a server 
location, the email message being addressed to a plurality of recipients; (column 8, lines 
31-34); and notifying each of the intended recipients that an email message intended for 
them has been placed at the first location (column 8, lines 22-26). 

Sakaguchi et al does not teach of an email server as part of the email system 
and a user interface email environment created with HTML or web pages. AAPA teaches 
the server location comprising one or more servers that comprise part of an Internet- 
based email system (pg. 1, lines 8-10 and 18-21 of AAPA) in which, for at least some 
users of the system, a client user interface email environment is generated by the system 
through use of HTML or web pages that are sent via the internet to client devices and 
used by a browser executing on a client device to render the user interface email 
environment (pg.2, lines 8-10 and 1 1-13 of AAPA). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the system and method for filtering email of Sakaguchi et al. by having a 
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web server as part of the web-based email system and a client user interface email 
environment generated through the use of HTML or web pages because this helps the 
system manage the exchange of email over multiple networks and an email environment 
generated through web pages is easily accessible from any client. 

Sakaguchi et al. in view of AAPA does not teach placing only one copy of 
the email message at a first storage location that is not a dedicated storage location for 
just one of the intended recipients. Ahmed et al. teaches placing only one copy of the 
email message at a first storage location that is not a dedicated storage location for just 
one of the intended recipients (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, 
lines 21-24). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to further modify the modify the system and method for 
filtering email of Sakaguchi et al. in view of AAPA by placing only one copy of the 
email message at a first storage location that is not a dedicated storage location for just 
one of the intended recipients because this saves storage space on the user system. 

Sakaguchi et al. in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. does not teach of a computer 
program. Stockwell et al. teaches of a computer program stored on one or more computer 
readable media for processing email (column 7, lines 52-55). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the email determination method and system of Sakaguchi et al. in view of 
AAPA and Ahmed et al. by having a computer program stored on one or more computer 
readable media for processing email because the program is the software needed to direct 
the computer hardware on how to process emails. 
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Regarding claim 22, Sakaguchi et al. in view of AAPA teaches the steps of claim 19 
and of notifying (column 8, lines 22-26 of Sakaguchi et al)- 

Sakaguchi et al. in view of AAPA does not teach of pointers. Ahmed et al. 
teaches wherein said notifying comprises creating a pointer to the first location, and 
placing the pointer at a plurality of second locations each of which being dedicated to a 
different one of the intended recipients, wherein individual recipients can use the pointer 
to access the email message at the first storage location (abstract, column 3, hnes 17-19 
and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the 
system and method for filtering email of Sakaguchi et al. in view of AAPA by notifying 
comprising creating a pointer to a location and recipients can use the pointer to access the 
email message because this directs the recipient from their email folder to the storage 
location where the unsolicited email is stored and by storing the junk emails in one 
location system space is saved. 

Regarding claim 20, Sakaguchi et al teaches the steps of claim 19, wherein the first 
storage location is a storage location that is managed by a server associated with the 
server location (column 6, lines 28-29). 

Referring to claim 21, Sakaguchi et al teaches the steps of claim 19, wherein 
the first storage location is a storage location (column 8, lines 31-34) that is managed by 
a server associated with the server location, and is accessible to any of the intended 
recipients (column 1, lines 21-23). 

9. Claim 23 rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
No. 6,199,103 to Sakaguchi et al. in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al and further in view 
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of Stockwell et al. (US Patent No. 6,072,942) as applied to claims 19-22 above, and 
further in view of Mullan. 

Referring to claim 23, Sakaguchi et al. in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in 
view of Stockwell et al. teaches the steps of claim 19 further comprising prior to said 
placing: defining a profile of unwanted email messages based upon at least one of the 
size of an email message (column 15, lines 21-22 and 33-35 of Stockwell et al); 
determining whether an email message meets the profile; and wherein said placing and 
said notifying takes place only if the email message meets the profile (column 8, lines 22- 
26 of Sakaguchi et al.). 

Sakaguchi et al. in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of 
Stockwell et al does not teach of the number of invalid specified recipient addresses. 
Mullan teaches of the number of invalid specified recipient addresses (column 10, lines 
37-38). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering 
email of Sakaguchi et al. in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of 
Stockwell et al. by having unwanted email be based upon the number of invalid specified 
recipient addresses because many unsolicited emails have the characteristic of having 
many invalid recipient addresses in the address field of a junk email therefore this 
heuristic will help identify junk emails. 

10. Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
No. 6,199,102 to Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. and further in view of 
Sakaguchi et al. 
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Regarding claim 42, Cobb teaches of an email screening method (column 2, lines 
27-29), 

Cobb does teach of an email server as part of the email system and a user 
interface email environment created with HTML or web pages. AAPA teaches the mail 
server comprising part of an email system (pg.l, lines 8-10 and 18-21 of AAPA) in 
which, for at least some users of the system, a cUent user interface email environment is 
generated by the system through use of HTML or web pages that are sent to chent 
devices (pg.2, lines 8-10 and 1 1-13 of AAPA). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify 
the system and method for filtering email of Cobb by having a web server as part of the 
web-based email system and a client user interface email environment generated through 
the use of HTML or web pages because this helps the system manage the exchange of 
email over multiple networks and an email environment generated through web pages is 
easily accessible from any client. 

Cobb in view of AAPA does not teach configuring a mail server that is 
responsible for storing email messages for a plurality of chents and if the email message 
fits the developed profile, placing a copy of the email message in a first location and, 
rather than placing multiple copies of the email message in multiple dedicated client 
storage locations. Ahmed et al. teaches configuring a mail server that is responsible for 
storing email messages for a plurality of clients and if the email message fits the 
developed profile, placing a copy of the email message in a first location and, rather than 
placing multiple copies of the email message in multiple dedicated client storage 
locations (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb 
in view of AAP A by configuring a mail server that is responsible for storing email 
messages for a plurality of clients and if the email message fits the developed profile, 
placing a copy of the email message in a first location and, rather than placing multiple 
copies of the email message in multiple dedicated client storage locations because this 
saves storage space on the user system. 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed et al. does not teach developing a profile of 
unwanted email messages based upon whether an email message is similar in content to 
another email message and if the email message fits the developed profile, placing a copy 
of the email message in a first location then notifying the multiple clients that an email 
message addressed to them has been received. Sakaguchi et al. teaches developing a 
profile of unwanted email messages based upon whether an email message is similar in 
content to another email message (column 10, lines 38-40); configuring a mail server 
with a filter processor that is programmed to evaluate email messages that are received in 
light of the developed profile (column 3, lines 58-64); evaluating email messages with the 
filter processor and determining whether the email message fits the developed profile; 
and if the email message fits the developed profile, notifying the multiple clients that an 
email message addressed to them has been received so that the cHents can read the email 
message if they so desire (column 8, lines 22-26). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further 
modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA and Ahmed 
et al. by developing a profile of unwanted email messages based upon whether an email 
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message is similar in content to another email message and if the email message fits the 
developed profile, placing a copy of the email message in a first location then notifying 
the multiple clients that an email message addressed to them has been received because if 
a current email message is similar in content to an email that has already been identified 
as an junk email than more than likely that current email is junk as well and placing all 
junk email in one location saves storage space and notifying the recipient allows them the 
opportunity to read the junk email 

11. Claims 43-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 6,199,102 to Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul and further in view of 
Sakaguchi et al. as applied to claim 42 above, and further in view of Stockwell et al. (US 
Patent No. 6,144,934). 

Regarding claim 43, Cobb teaches an email screening method (column 2, lines 
27-29 of Cobb) comprising: establishing a user interface through which a user can adjust 
either (b) index values that themselves establish a degree of desirability (column 17, lines 
40-41 of Cobb). 

Cobb does teach of an email server as part of the email system and a user 
interface email environment created with HTML or web pages. AAPA teaches using a 
computer device comprising part of an email system (pg. 1, lines 8-10 and 18-21 of 
AAPA) in which, for at least some users of the system, a client user interface email 
environment is generated by the system through use of HTML or web pages that are sent 
to client devices (pg.2, lines 8-10 and 1 1-13 of AAPA). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb by having a web server 
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as part of the web-based email system and a client user interface entiail environment 
generated through the use of HTML or web pages because this helps the system manage 
the exchange of email over muhiple networks and an email environment generated 
through web pages is easily accessible from any client. 

Cobb in view of AAPA does not teach email messages saved to dedicated 
user storage locations. Paul teaches email messages saved to dedicated user storage 
locations (column 7, lines 15-25, 36-50 and column 7, line 63 through column 8, lines 4). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA by email messages 
saved to dedicated user storage locations because it saves storage space on the user 
system. 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul does not teach evaluating incoming email 
messages against the index value that is defined by the user. Sakaguchi et al teaches 
defining an index having values that are assigned to various degrees of desirability that an 
email message can have, wherein the degrees of desirability extend from a low degree of 
desirability to a high degree of desirability (column 6, lines 56-67 through column 7, line 
5 of Sakaguchi et al.); and establishing a user interface through which a user can adjust 
either (a) individual parameter values that, in turn, establish a degree of desirability, that 
email messages must have in order to be saved; and evaluating incoming email messages 
against the index value that is defined by the user (column 6, lines 28-29 of Sakaguchi et 
al.). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email 
of Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul by evaluating incoming email messages against the 
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index value that is defined by the user because this helps the system determine which 
messages the user desires to read. 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul and further in view of Sakaguchi et al. does 
not teach of parameters. Stockwell et al. teaches of associating a plurality of parameters 
having parameter values with the various degrees of desirability, wherein at least some of 
the parameters do not depend on any message that is conveyed by any content of an email 
message (column 2, lines 19-21). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system 
and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul and further in view of 
Sakaguchi et al. by associating a plurality of parameters with the various degrees because 
to rank the desirability of reading an email certain parameters which identify junk mail 
much be attached to this rank to define which emails are not junk mail and therefore more 
desirable to read. 

Referring to claim 44, Cobb teaches the email screening method of claim 43, 
wherein the parameter values are adjustable (column 17, lines 40-41). 

Regarding claim 45,Cobb teaches the email screening method of claim 43, 
wherein one of the parameters is associated with the number of specified recipient 
addresses (column 16, lines 25-30). 

12. Claims 46 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 6,199,102 to Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul and further in view of 
Sakaguchi et al and Stockwell et al. (US Patent No. 6,144,934) as appKed to claims 43- 
45 above, and further in view of MuUan. 
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Regarding claim 46, Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul and further in 
view of Sakaguchi et al. and Stockwell et al (US Patent No. 6,144,934) teaches the email 
screening method of claim 43 (column 2, lines 27-29 of Cobb). 

Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul and further in view of Sakaguchi et al. 
and Stockwell et al. (US Patent No. 6,144,934) does not teach one of the parameters is 
associated with a percentage of invalid specified recipient addresses. Mullan teaches one 
of the parameters is associated with a percentage of invalid specified recipient addresses 
(column 10, lines 37-38). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system and 
method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul and further in view of 
Sakaguchi and Stockwell et al. (US Patent No. 6,144,934) by having one of the 
parameters is associated with a percentage of invalid specified recipient addresses 
because many unsolicited emails have the characteristic of having many invalid recipient 
addresses in the address field of a junk email therefore this heuristic will help identify 
junk emails. 

13. Claims 47 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 6,199,102 to Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul and further in view of 
Sakaguchi et al. and Stockwell et al. (US Patent No. 6,144,934) as appUed to claims 43- 
45 above, and further in view of Stockwell et al. (US Patent No, 6,072,942) 

Referring claim 47, 6,199,102 to Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul and further in 
view of Sakaguchi et al. and Stockwell et al. (US Patent No. 6,144,934) teaches the email 
screening method of claim 43 (column 2, lines 27-29 of Cobb). 
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Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul and further in view of Sakaguchi et al. 
and Stockwell et al (US Patent No. 6,144,934) does not teach one of the parameters is 
associated with the size of an email message. Stockwell et al (US Patent No. 6,072,942) 
teaches one of the parameters is associated with the size of an email message (column 15, 
lines 21-22 and 33-35). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system and 
method for filtering email of Cobb in view of AAPA and Paul and further in view of 
Sakaguchi et al. and Stockwell et al. (US Patent No. 6,144,934) by having one of the 
parameters be associated with the size of an email message because many unsolicited 
emails have the characteristic of being large in size therefore this heuristic will help 
identify junk emails. 

14. Claim 48 and 52is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 5,999,932 to Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and AAPA. 

Referring to claim 48, Paul teaches an email server system (column 6, lines 66-67) 
comprising: a user storage database configured to store user information including email 
messages that are intended for individual users (column 3, line 37); and a server 
configured to receive email messages that are intended for various users (column 6, lines 
51-5 and 9-1 13); to wherein the server is further configured to screen email messages 
based upon a set of heuristics that determine whether an email message likely constitutes 
an unwanted email message (column 1, lines 6-9 and column 2, lines 53-54) 

Paul does not teach place a single copy of an email message in a storage location 
that is not a dedicated user storage location. Ahmed et al. teaches the server fiirther being 
configured to place a single copy of an email message in a storage location that is not a 
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dedicated user storage location if it is determined by screening the email message that it 
likely constitutes an unwanted email message (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 
and column 4, lines 21-24). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system 
and method for filtering email of Paul by place a single copy of an email message in a 
storage location that is not a dedicated user storage location because this saves storage 
space. 

Paul in view of Ahmed et al. does teach of an email server as part of the 
email system and a user interface email environment created with HTML or web pages. 
AAPA teaches said system comprising an Internet-based system that is configured to 
send email messages to users in a format in which a user's browser appUcation processes 
the email messages and provides a user interface for a user to view the email messages 
(pg. 1, lines 8-10 and 18-21 and pg.2, lines 8-10 and 1 1-13 of AAPA). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of Paul in view of 
Ahmed et al. by having a web server as part of the web-based email system and a client 
user interface email environment generated through the use of HTML or web pages 
because this helps the system manage the exchange of email over multiple networks and 
an email environment generated through web pages is easily accessible from any client. 

Regarding to claim 52, Paul teaches the email server system (column 6, lines 51-5 
and 9-113 of Paul) of claim 48 and dedicated user storage location that corresponds to a 
valid specified user address contained in the email message (column 7, lines 15-25, 36- 
50 and column 7, line 63 through column 8, lines 4 of Paul). 
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Paul does not teach of pointers. Ahmed et al. teaches wherein the server is further 
configured to place a pointer to the storage location in which the single copy of the email 
message is placed (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering unsolicited 
email of Paul by placing a pointer to the storage location in which the single copy of the 
email message is placed because this directs the recipient from their email folder to the 
storage location where the unsolicited email is stored and saves system space by having 
all junk emails in one location. 

15. Claim 49 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
No. 5,999,932 to Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and AAPA as applied to claim 48 and 52 
above, and further in view of Stockwell et al. (US Patent No. 6,072,942). 

Regarding claim 49, Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and AAPA teaches the email 
server system of claim 48 (column 6, lines 66-67 of Paul). 

Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and AAPA does not teach the set of heuristics 
considers the size of an email message. Stockwell et al teaches the set of heuristics 
considers the size of an email message (column 15, lines 21-22 and 33-35). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the system and method for filtering unsoHcited email of Paul 
in view of Ahmed et al and AAPA by having the set of heuristics consider the size of an 
email message because many unsolicited emails have the characteristic of being large in 
size therefore this heuristic will help identify junk emails. 
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16. Claim 50 rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
No. 5,999,932 to Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and AAPA as applied to claim 48 and 52 
above, and further in view of Cobb. 

Referring to claim 50, Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and AAPA teaches the email 
server system of claim 48 (column 6, lines 66-67 of Paul). 

Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and AAPA does not teach set of heuristics considers 
the number of specified user addresses. Cobb teaches the set of heuristics considers the 
number of specified user addresses that are specified by an email message (column 16, 
lines 25-30). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering 
unsohcited email of Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and AAPA by having the set of 
heuristics consider the number of specified user addresses that are specified by an email 
message because many unsolicited emails have the characteristic of having many 
recipient addresses in the address field of a junk email therefore this heuristic will help 
identify junk emails. 

17. Claim 51 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
No. 5,999,932 to Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and AAPA as applied to claim 48 and 52 
above, and further in view of MuUan et al. 

Referring to claim 51, Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and AAPA teaches the email 
server system of claim 48 (column 6, lines 66-67 of Paul). 

Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and AAPA does not teach the set of heuristics 
considers the number of invalid specified user addresses that are specified by an email 
message. Mullan et al. teaches the set of heuristics considers the number of invalid 
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specified user addresses that are specified by an email message (column 10, lines 37-38). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering unsolicited 
email of Paul in view of AAP A by having the set of heuristics consider the number of 
invalid specified user addresses that are specified by an email message because many 
unsolicited emails have the characteristic of having many invalid recipient addresses in 
the address field of a junk email therefore this heuristic will help identify junk emails. 
18. Claim 53-57 and 61-63 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 5,999,932 to Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and further in view of 
Cobb. 

Regarding to claim 53, Paul teaches an email filtering method (column 1, lines 6-9) 
comprising: defining at least one heuristic that determines whether an incoming email 
message likely constitutes unsolicited commercial email by considering an established 
pattern that such unsolicited commercial email typically exhibits when it is sent; applying 
said at least one heuristic to at least one email message (column 2, lines 7-9). 

Paul does not teach placing a copy of the email message at a location not dedicated 
to storage of just one particular user's email Ahmed et al teaches wherein said 
redirecting comprises placing a copy of the email message at a location not dedicated to 
storage of just one particular user's email (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and 
column 4, lines 21-24). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system and 
method for filtering email of Paul placing a copy of the email message at a location not 
dedicated to storage of just one particular user's email because this saves storage space. 
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Paul in view of Ahmed et al. does not teach redirecting emails are likely to 
be unsolicited commercial email Cobb teaches redirecting said at least one email 
message if application of said at least one heuristic indicates that said at least one email 
message likely constitutes an unsoUcited commercial email (column 3, lines 36-38). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering unsolicited 
email of Paul in view of Ahmed et al. by redirecting emails that are likely to be 
unsolicited commercial email because by placing all unsolicited emails in one location 
the system is able to save storage space. 

Referring to claim 54, Paul teaches the email filtering method of claim 53 (column 
1, lines 6-9 of Paul). 

Paul does not teach of redirecting an email message. Ahmed et al. teaches said 
redirecting comprises placing a copy of the email message at a single location from 
which it can be accessed by more than one intended recipient of the email message 
(abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the system and method for filtering unsoHcited email of Paul 
by said redirecting comprises placing a copy of the email message at a single location 
from which it can be accessed by more than one intended recipient of the email message 
because by placing all unsolicited emails in one location the system is able to save 
storage space. 
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Referring to claim 57, Paul in view of Ahmed et al. teaches the email filtering 
method of claim 53 (column 1, lines 6-9 of Paul), wherein said at least one heuristic 
considers a pattern associated with the email message (column 2, lines 7-9 of Paul). 

Paul in view of Ahmed et al. does not teach at least one heuristic considers a pattern 
associated with the number of specified recipient addresses. Cobb teaches said at least 
one heuristic considers a pattern associated with the number of specified recipient 
addresses of the email message (column 16, lines 25-30). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the system and method for filtering unsolicited email of Paul in view of 
Ahmed et al. by said at least one heuristic considers a pattern associated with the number 
of specified recipient addresses of the email message because a large number of recipient 
addresses is a characteristic of unsolicited email and therefore will allow the system to 
identify junk email. 

Regarding claim 61, Paul teaches the email filtering method of claim 53 (column 1, lines 
6-9 of Paul). 

Paul does not teach notifying at least one intended recipient that an email message 
intended for them has been redirected. Ahmed et al. teaches after said redirecting, 
notifying at least one intended recipient that an email message intended for them has been 
redirected (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering unsolicited 
email of Paul by after said redirecting, notifying at least one intended recipient that an 
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email message intended for them has been redirected because this way the recipient will 
know where to locate the unsolicited email if they choose to read it. 

Referring to claim 62, Paul teaches the email filtering method of claim 53 (column 
1, lines 6-9 of Paul). 

Paul does not teach redirecting said at least one email message and notifying 
intended recipients of the email message. Ahmed et al. teaches redirecting comprising 
redirecting said at least one email message to a location that can be shared by a plurality 
of intended recipients for reading said email message, and further comprising after said 
redirecting, notifying intended recipients of the email message that an email message 
intended for them has been redirected to said location (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 
and 25-3 1 and column 4, lines 21-24). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the 
system and method for filtering unsohcited email of Paul by redirecting said at least one 
email message and notifying intended recipients of the email message that an email 
message intended for them has been redirected because placing all unsolicited emails in 
one location the system is able to save storage space and notification will allow the 
recipient to know where to locate the unsolicited email if they choose to read it. 

Regarding claim 63, Paul teaches the email filtering method of claim 53 (column 1, 
lines 6-9 of Paul). 

Paul does not teach redirecting comprises storing only one copy of the email 
message. Ahmed et al. teaches said redirecting comprises storing only one copy of the 
email message (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24).' 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering unsolicited 
email of Paul by having redirecting comprise storing only one copy of the email message 
because placing only one copy of all unsolicited emails in one location the system is able 
to save storage space. 

Regarding claim 55, Paul teaches the email filtering method of claim 53, wherein 
said defining comprises defining a plurality of heuristics (column 2, line 7-9) that are 
independent of the message conveyed by any of the content contained in an email 
message (column 1, lines 43-45 and 55-57). 

Referring to claim 56, Paul teaches the email filtering method of claim 53, wherein 
said at least one heuristic (column 2, lines 7-8) has at least one parameter that can be 
adjusted, and further comprising adjusting said at least one parameter to vary the pattern 
that is considered (column 2, lines 16-17). 

19. Claim 58 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
No. 5,999,932 to Paul in view of Ahmed et al. Cobb as applied to claims 53-57 above, 
and further in view of MuUan et al. 

Regarding claim 58, Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and Cobb teaches the email 
filtering method of claim 53 (column 1, lines 6-9 of Paul). 

Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and Cobb does not teach the pattern is 
associated with the number of invalid specified recipient addresses. MuUan et al. teaches 
the pattern is associated with the number of invalid specified recipient addresses (column 
10, lines 37-38). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system and method for 
filtering unsolicited email of Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and Cobb by having the pattern 
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be associated with the number of invalid specified recipient addresses because a large 
number of invalid recipient addresses is a characteristic of unsolicited email and therefore 
will allow the system to identify junk email. 

20. Claims 59 and 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent No. 5,999,932 to Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and Cobb as applied to claims 
53-57 above, and further in view of Stockwell et al. (US Pat. No. 6,072,942). 

Regarding claim 59, Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and Cobb teaches the email 
filtering method of claim 53 (column 1, lines 6-9 of Paul) wherein said at least one 
heuristic considers a pattern associated with the email message (column 2, lines 7-9 of 
Paul). 

Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and Cobb does not teach at least one heuristic considers 
a pattern associated with the size of an email message. Stockwell et al. teaches at least 
one heuristic considers a pattern associated with the size of an email message (column 
15, lines 21-22 and 33-35). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system and 
method for filtering unsolicited email of Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and Cobb by 
having at least one heuristic consider a pattem associated with the size of an email 
message because an email large in size is a characteristic of unsolicited email and 
therefore will allow the system to identify junk email. 

Referring to claim 60, Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and Cobb teaches the email 
filtering method of claim 53 (column 1, lines 6-9 of Paul) wherein said at least one 
heuristic considers patterns associated with the number of specified recipient addresses of 
the email message (column 16, lines 25-30 of Cobb). 
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Paul in view of Ahmed et al. and Cobb does not teach that the heuristic considers the 
size of the email message. Stockwell teaches the heuristic considers patterns associated 
with the size of the email message (column 15, lines 21-22 and 33-35). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the system and method for filtering unsolicited email of Paul 
in view of Ahmed et al. and Cobb by having the heuristic consider the size of the email 
message because many unsolicited emails have the characteristic of being larger size 
emails therefore this heuristic will help identify junk emails. 

21. Claim 64-67 and 69 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent No. 6,199,102 to Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell et al. (US Patent 
No. 6,072,942) and further in view of Sakaguchi et al. 

Regarding claim 64, Cobb teaches an email filtering method (column 2, lines 21-23 
of Cobb) comprising: receiving an email message at an email server that maintains 
inboxes for individual recipients (column 2, lines 34-35 of Cobb); determining unwanted 
emails for the email message at the server location based upon at least one of (b) the 
number of specified recipient addresses; comparing this with a threshold value that 
defines a Ukelihood of whether an email message constitutes an unwanted email message 
(column 16, lines 25-30 of Cobb). 

Cobb does not teach placing a copy of the email message at a first location other 
than an individual storage location dedicated to an individual intended recipient of the 
email message. Ahmed et al. teaches placing a copy of the email message at a first 
location other than an individual storage location dedicated to an individual intended 
recipient of the email message (abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, 
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lines 21-24). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the system and method for filtering unsoUcited email of Cobb by placing a copy 
of the email message at a first location other than an individual storage location dedicated 
to an individual intended recipient of the email message because this saves storage space 
on the user system. 

Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. does not teach determining unwanted emails 
for the email message at the server location based upon the size of the email message. 
Stockwell teaches determining unwanted emails for the email message at the server 
location based upon at least one of (a) the size of the email message (column 15, lines 21- 
22 and 33-35 of Stockwell et al). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system 
and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. by determining unwanted 
emails for the email message at the server location based upon the size of the email 
message because this is a characteristic of unsohcited email messages. 

Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell et al does not teach calculating a score 
based on the patterns and comparing this score to a threshold and in tum if the threshold 
is exceeded placing the email in a location and sending an notification to the intended 
recipient. Sakaguchi et al. teaches calculating a score based on the patterns and 
comparing this score to a threshold (column 6, hnes 56-62) and responsive to the email 
message exceeding the threshold value, placing a copy of the email message at a first 
location (column, lines 31-34); and sending a notification to the intended recipients that a 
copy of an email message that was intended for them has been placed at the first location 
(column 8, lines 22-26).Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the system and 
method for filtering email of Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell et al. by 
calculating a score based on the patterns and comparing this score to a threshold and in 
turn if the threshold is exceeded placing the email in a location and sending an 
notification to the intended recipient because emails that are not junk may possess some 
of the patterns and this score method helps the system to not junk emails that are not 
unsolicited emails yet they may possess a couple of characteristics of junk email. 

Referring to claim 65, Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. teaches the email filtering 
method of claim 64 (column 2, lines 21-23 of Cobb). 

Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. does not teach the threshold value is determined 
independent of the message. Stockwell et al. teaches the threshold value (column 13, 
lines 64-65) is determined independent of the message conveyed by any of the text that is 
contained in any part of the email message (column 15, lines 22 and 33). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of 
Ahmed et al by having the threshold value be determined independent of the message 
conveyed by any of the text that is contained in any part of the email message because 
determining junk email by the content of the message is unreliable in that it may cause 
the system to identify solicited mail as junk mail and vice versa. 

Regarding claim 66, Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. teaches junk email determination 
is based upon the number of specified recipient addresses (column 16, lines 25-30 of 
Cobb). 
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Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. does not teach junk email detemiination is based upon 
both the size of the email message. Stockwell et al. teaches the email filtering method of 
claim 64, wherein junk email determination is based upon both the size of the email 
message (column 15, lines 21-22 and 33-35 of Stockwell et al.) and the number of 
specified recipient addresses (column 16, lines 25-30 of Cobb). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. 
by junk email determination is based upon both the size of the email message because 
this is a characteristic of unsolicited email messages. 

Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell et al. does not teach of a score. 
Sakaguchi et al. teaches of a score (column 6, lines 56-58). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. 
and Stockwell et al. by calculating a score based on the patterns because emails that are 
not junk may possess some of the patterns and this score method helps the system to not 
junk emails that are not unsolicited emails yet they may possess a couple of 
characteristics of junk email. 

Regarding to claim 69, Cobb teaches the email filtering method (column 2, lines 21- 
23 of Cobb) of claim 64. 

Cobb does not teach of pointers. Ahmed et al. teaches sending of the notification 
comprises placing a pointer in an email folder of each recipient of the email message 
(abstract, column 3, lines 17-19 and 25-31 and column 4, lines 21-24), Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
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was made to further modify the system and method for filtering email of Cobb by placing 
a pointer in an email folder of each recipient of the email message because this directs the 
recipient from their email folder to the storage location where the unsolicited email is 
stored. 

Regarding claim 67, Cobb teaches the email filtering method of claim 64, wherein 
said first location is a storage location (column 3, lines 36-37) that is managed by the 
email server (column 6, lines 17-19). 

22. Claims 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 6,199,102 to Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell et al. (US Patent 
No. 6,072,942) and Sakaguchi et al, as appHed to claims 64-67 above and further in view 
of Mullan et al 

Regarding claim 68, Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell et al. and 
Sakaguchi et al. teaches the email filtering method (column 2, lines 21-23 of Cobb) of 
claim 64 and of threshold values (column 13, lines 64-65 of Stockwell et al). 

Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell et al. and Sakaguchi et al. does not 
teach that the threshold is based upon the number of invalid specified recipient addresses. 
Mullan teaches of the number of invahd specified recipient addresses (column 10, lines 
37-38). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to further modify the system and method for filtering 
email of Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell et al and Sakaguchi et al. by 
having the threshold be based upon the number of invalid specified recipient addresses 
because many unsolicited emails have the characteristic of having many invalid recipient 
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addresses in the address field of a junk email therefore this heuristic will help identify 
junk emails. 

23. Claims 70 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 6,199,102 to Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell et al. (US Patent 
No. 6,072,942) and Sakaguchi et al. as appHed to claims 64-67 and 69 above, and further 
in view of Paul. 

Regarding claim 70, Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell et al. and 
Sakaguchi et al. teaches the email filtering method of claim 64 further comprising making 
a recipient copy of the email message and placing the recipient copy at a dedicated 
recipient storage location (column 8, lines 31-34 of Sakaguchi et al.). 

Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell et al. and Sakaguchi et al. does not 
teach of storing a copy of the email responsive to a request from a recipient. Paul teaches 
of recipient request (column 1, lines 53-54). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify 
the system and method for filtering email of Cobb in view of Ahmed et al. and Stockwell 
et al, and Sakaguchi et al. by storing a copy of the email responsive to a request from a 
recipient because by placing the junk email in the recipients box only by request the 
system is able to save storage space. 

Conclusion 

24. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The following patent are cited to further show the state of the art 
with respect to email filtering methods and systems in general: Jain and Milewski et al. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to April L Baugh whose telephone number is 703-305-53 17. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal D Dharia can be reached on 703-305-4003. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this apphcation or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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